DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 027 282 L - | SP 002 423
1968 AERA Research Training Presessions Program. © -
American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C.
Spons Agency-Office of Education (DHEW), Washington, D.C. Bureau of Research.
" Pub Date 68 | |
Grant-OEG-0-8-00010-17393(010)
Note-380p. ' '
EDRS Price MF-$1.50 HC-$19.10
Descriptors-Educational Research, *Educational Researchers, *Program Descriptions, *Program Evalvation,
Questionnaires, Rating Scales, Research Methodology, *Research Skills, *Training
Identifiers-AERA Research Training Presessions Prog, American Educational Research Association

This report of the 1968 American Educational Research Association (AERA)
Research Training Presessions Program, designed to train educational researchers in
fundamental research sckills, includes introductory sections on background and
planning and a major section consisting of descriptions and evaluations of ‘each of
the eleven 5-day sessions. The training areas in educational research included in the
program are: reading skills; educational research management procedures;
anthropological fieid methodology in the study of education (emphasizing classroom
behavior and school administrafion); nonparametric methods in educatioal research;.
design anc analysis of comparative experiments; new concepts in the scope, strategy,
and purposes of evaluation; the computer and natural language; instructional product
research (concerning the systematic development of education products that achieve
prespecified instructional objectives); on-line computer applications in educational |
research; multivariate design and analysis in educational research (applied multiple
linear regression); and development processes in college students. (SM) |




W A

ED0 27282

)
SPoo 2423

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

AERA RESEARCH TRAINING PRESESSION

B e L s £ U R LR

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE Kﬁ Y- oy 00

OFFICE OF EDUCATION f
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE

PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS OE- AR
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICYAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION

1969

PROGRAM

Director
Gene V, Glass
Laboratory of Educational Research

University of Colorado

Sponsored by the American Educational Research Association (AERA)

Supported in part by the Research Training Branch, Division of Higher
Education and Research, Bureau of Research, U.S. Office of Education
Grant #0EG-0-8-00010-1793(010)

-




TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION == === === === === === = m o o e o oo oo oo memmm oo oo memooe
HISTORY OF THE AERA PRESESSIONS PROGRAM -=-=-==-=======cco-cmomomooomooman
EVALUATION OF LONG-RANGE EFFECTS OF A 1967 RESEARCH TRAINING PRESESSION --
SELECTING THE PRESESSIONS PROGRAM =-==--=========c=c-cemooooomoooooomoomue
PRESESSIONS PLANNING MEETING ==----==-===c=-===c=e- oo oo oo —mmme oo
PUBLICITY =====m= === === oo oo o oo oo oo oo oo e e oo oo oo oo

"APPLICATION PROCEDURES AND THE APPLICANTS =-~-====--=------ceec--cmcccco-o-

DESCRIPTION OF THE APPLICANTS ----=-===e=ecmmccmcoooo oo

PRESESSION I: RESEARCH IN READING
Introduction -=-=--==-==-ceccsccce—ec- s eeememe s mseco oo — -
Staff and Instruction ==~--==-==-- S it il b Db L D
Participants --=---=------re-ecc-ceccomemomcecm e es s m e m e
Schedule of Activities ==---------c-cecccecccemc e e
Materials Utilized During the Presession ----=-=---=-----c-c--ccee-n-
Results of Staff Questionnaire =-------=----=--c---c-ececcmocommoe-———
Résults of Participant Questionnaire -----=---=----------c-ecccooooo-
Summary and Recommendations -----=--------c------c--c-mmooccocooooon-

PRESESSION II: EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES
Introduction =--=~-=w=-eecccccccccmec e s s s e e s mm e
Presession Outline ------==--cc--c-ccmcrmccccccrneccmmmrm e mmm e
Schedule of Activities =--=---- e L L L L bl L bt ety
Participant Evaluation of the Presession =-------=-=-<----c--c-c-----
Summary of Staff RePOrts ==--==----c--c-==--meo—mmeo—meem—mm————eeo-
Director's Report ==-----=—----omm e e e memeem— oo
SUMMAYY =-=-==--- - e e e e e e e e e oo esmmoos—osoe-
Appendix A: Participants List we==--cc-c---- emnee .. ————. .- ——————
Appendix B: Presession Critique for Staff Members ------------------

PRESESSION III: ANTHROPOLOGICAL FIELD METHODOLOGY IN THE STUDY OF EDUCATION
Staff ~------ce-mcmmmmeccmcr e r e c e e me e r s e m e e
Participants --=-=------ecccemccmcecrmeccemcemme e cmme e e e
Schedule =--=c--=ccmcccc e e cecme e re e e
Materials Distributed =-------e-cceccmmmmcrc e e e e e m e
Responses to Participant Questionnaire =---------=-c--cw--=mccccccec==-
Participants' Comments =-==------scccctcmcccmenmoce e m e
Responses to Staff Questionnaire ---=---------cccce-c-vocerccocoonm-
Evaluation ====-==-ceecccccncncnccccccccccccrceneceruceceeceener oo

IR P e B T LI Py - aen - - . .o .
v R e e s e i e e e e ot e oy AN Mest s L ey yes & e c ooty ore £t a1 oo o




:l; PRESESSION IV: NONPARAMETRIC METHODS AND RELATED POST HOC PROCEDURES

Presession Objectives =-=====--=-=-===--=--ss-ooosoooomSmSmToTTETIT T 86

Gtaff =-mmm=--s=sememes—emss=—eosoossssosSoooSSmSsSmoSSoSToSTToTTITTTTC 87

gelection of the Parkicipants =--=---==-======--=-====-=-c--7mmmm mmTmTToTT 88

Notification to Applicants of Their Admission to the Presession -==-=< 89

Description of the Participants -=--=----°S-="====7777TTTTOT ———-mmme--- 89

Participants =-=---==--< a-emmeresemmmmmessesse-—sssoSso——SSSSsooSSSSSoTT 94

Proceedings ------=---=--===---s-s-essoso-so-SssosoooomoToToTTT TTTTTTC 96

Course Outline ======--=--===-==--ss=-o=ooc-ossoSomoooooTTmTmTITTTIIT 97

Time Schedule ===-====-==-=====s--ss==s-mccossmcomooeoooSmTITETETITITT 98

Study and Reference Materials -=-=-==-==--=====--"noom7TmmImmIETTTTT 99

‘ Evaluation Materials e emeemmee—mmmmmmeememmmmmmmwo—=m—-massoo=s-ssss 100

Evaluation By Staff ---=--====-----=--=---osossooooomooTIoTmIETTITTTT 100

Evaluation By Participamts =-----==--==--=---wswsoooooommmmmToTTmImI T 101

summary ----======---s==s-s-mo-sss=sssoossmoomoEmTmTT mmmmmmmmm—msm-——o--- 110

Appendix A: Evaluation Materials - Sample of Examinations 1, 2, 3 --- 112

Appendix B: List of Handouts ==-====---==""77o77o70" mmmmmme——m———=——os 130

PRESESSION V: DESIGN AND ANALYSIS OF COMPARATIVE EXPERIMENTS IN EDUCATION

Introduction and Objectives =-=--===-=--=======--=-==-==-=oooTTTITIETTITTE 131

GLaff =-=-mme=m=emm-=mms——e—s=emm—eos-SsssmosooSosSSSSSooooToTTTIOTTTTmTE 132

Participants ==-===-=--====-==sooo-msos=osSsoSosSSmEosoooToToTRETTTITTC 133

Schedule =-----========-======—c--—s---ooosoosSsSosooSSoTEmoTTTTITTTTT 144

Study and Reference Materials ==---==-==-=======-==-77mmmmmmmmmT T 145

OULCOMES ==-=-==-==m====s===s=s-——cscsssosooSsSSSeSsoomESTTomTTOTTTTTT 149

Participant Critique ---=-==-=--=====s=s-oossSSSosooSoTIEomTITETTITION 150

PRESESSION VI: CONCEPTS, CONTEXT, AND STRATEGIES FOR EVALUATION OF
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Gtaff =----==-=e==m=mmes-ee-mmeco—cossoo—memmosSoosSooSSoooooSSSoTTTTTITTT 155

Participants ==-=---==-===--s--Ss-s-mosoosssSSoSSooommoTTRmTTRRRTTTT 156

Description of Participants and Their Needs ==----====-==-======-=-====°=< 166

Tentative Preséssion Schedule =-=--==--=-===--=-c==-=-=-=-oS--==ssommmmmmmmon 169

! Revised Schedule of Activities ==----==-==---c-==-==ss=-----oTmommTmmTT 170

: Presession Materials —=---====-===-=--==-=s-oo--msSSooomSSSomoTIITTETTTTT 172

i Presession Critique for Staff Members ---=---===-==-----==-="7777777"""" 173

| participant Evaluation Form --=----======-===-=-==s-=ooommmnmmmmnmmmmon 175

§ Evaluation of Participants Studies =--=-=-=-=--=°=""=777"7 Smmmmmmm————nm- 181

,j Unobtrusive Measures =---=-=-===--=-------SsSoSSSSSomSSSTIoSTTTTTETTTT 183

j Director's Narrative Report =--=--=--======-=-=--=-===-soooSoSommIEToTTITOS 184
% PRESESSION VII: THE COMPUTER AND NATURAL LANGUAGE

. Introduction ==-=-==-==--=-=-===--=-ss-SooosSSssomToToTETT m———————————— 185

] Organization and Content of the Presession ==--==m==-=-=-====-=-=-=---===oc 186

'g Content Outline and Calendar =---====-=-=----cs-s=----==---=omommommmmmmmn 188

i Gtaff -=------==mmmm-m---=mm-cessess-omooooSSoSSSSSooooSEmSTTTTTOTTTTT 191

é Study and Reference Materials ===-=--==-------===-----s---ooosossoToo - 192

Participants =---=---====----sSs-oesooo-sssoesoomooToSTToTTETTTTTTT -— 195

Evaluation of the Presession =-==-=--=----sc-=---=-=---=-ommmmomnmmmoon === 202

i Presession Critique for Staff Members =---==--=--------"""""777777777"" 210

' Participant Evaluation Form --===-=-=---====-==---oo-omoommommmmmonmmmme 212

' General Comments by the Director ====-=--====c-=-==--=-s---oo=mommmmmmmmmons 214




o R et i AR P . ey e e et « W s g I PR : ey ree S T A S e e e etk SR

PRESESSION VIII: INSTRUCTIONAL PRODUCT DEVELOFMENT

Introduction and Objectives ==----c-c--a- becccmccrimcecm e e——e——————— 216
Staff ----------ccce-ceccccccmccceeaa - S e 218
Participants === =ccccmcccc o ca e e - 219
' Instructional Program and Materials ---=-=cceecmeccm o mmmeccaeeeeea 224
Schedule ===-c-cmcccccmc e ccccccceaeo e ma 225
Presession Materials =-------v-c--ceao- ittt e T TP SR 226
Evaluation Results ==--ccccecccccccccmm e mrccccccccccmcmccmm—em o ma 227
Presession Critique for Staff Members ==-=-c-ccccccccccmcnmcccccccaa 229
Participant Evaluation FOrm =---c--mecemccmmmocm e cceeccem 231 .
Appendix A: Criterion Tests ===c=-ccccememucccccmm e e ceeao- 233
PRESESSION IX: ON-LINE COMPUTER APPLICATIONS IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
Introduction =--=-----cec--ecececceccecrcrcmceem e e e m s e cem e ee e 260
Objectives ==-=------cc--cececemcceccceccec e c e e m s m e m e 260
Staff -----c--e-cee-cecceceeccc e e mm e mee e mmm e m oo 261
Description of Participants ===--=-----ecececcecccecaacoco--- me——m———e——- 262
Lirt of Participants ====c-e--ecececccm e cce e e e e me e e oo 263
Participant Information -- =---e--cmceccmeccccrecceecrecccncnmencnnoma 265
Contacts =----=--==-c--cc----ceccmccoceccccec e c e me o —s e e —e— e 266
Schedule of Events =-<---=--c-cce-cecccn cmemcmccorccccrcccccce e 267
Materials --------c-ccctccccccccccc e e e e e - 268
Evaluation ==-=-==--s--ec-ccccenccccucmcmcccme e ceme e e e e 272
Summary ------=--=------=-ce-c--cco--a- L e e L L e 278
Appendix I: Memorandum to Presession Participants dated 1/22/68 ----- 280
Appendix II: Memorandum to Applicants Selected to Participant in
Presession dated 12/15/67 ==-==---=ccoccmcmemanaa- 285
Appendix III: Instructions =----------=c-e-cccccccccmcccccccemme— === 286
Appendix IV: Formative Evaluation - 1, Actual Responses -------=----- 302
Appendix V: Formative Evaluation - 2, Actual Responses =-=--==-===---- -- 304
Appendix VI: Presession Critique for Staff Members ---------=-=------ 307
Appendix VII: Participant Evaluation Form =----------==-=-c-c--c-c-c-- 310
Appendix VIII: ©Form Letter to Participants =------------------------c- 312
PRESESSION X: THEORETICAL ISSUES AND RESEARCH PROBLEMS IN THE DEVELOP-
MENTAL PROCESSES OF COLLEGE STUDENTS
Introduction =-=---=--e-ccrccecemccececee e e e 313
Staff =-=----e-ecececcccmem e eeeemme e meemem e mmm e — e emee 314
Sequence of Events =---=--c-e--ce-cccececenmcoccmcen e e 315
Participants =-=-----=----cc-ecccmmmeccrccemmmmem e — e m s m e 321
Evaluation ==---=-----cceccmcemccccceccccmm e m e mmmmem e e 324

Results of Participants Evaluation Form --------c--c-c--c-coeenwoono—- 328
Results of Staff Evaluation Form -w=----=-=-=-e--cc-mcmmmc oo o 331
Comments ---=--=--m----e-—mmc— o —cee——me—eo oo --e--o-oo————- 333

PRESESSION XI: MULTIVARIATE DESIGN AND ANALYSIS IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH

Introduction =-------c---ceweoc —-es—cemm e e s s m e e 335
staff --------cc------c-ceeiieiime e e e 337
Participants --=-=----------e-cecccemcem e e 338
Presession Schedule ===-=------cceccccmmm e 341
Materials Distributed --------------cc-cmm e e ——————— 343
Evaluation Results =------w---ccccccmccmmccccccncc oo mm————————— 345
Presession Critique for Staff Members ----------=---s-c-ccecce-n-cen- 351
Participant Evaluation ------==-==----e-cccccmmmccccccmcmececr e e 352
Some Educational Application of the Fixed X Multiple Linear Regression

’ Model ====mm == e e e e 358
Director's Comments =-=--~-==--c-m-cemm e ee e mene e 362

Appendix: Application Form -------=-=-cc--w-- mr - ceem-—mee———e—-e-- 364




INTRODUCTION

On February 3 through 7, 1968, the American Educational Research
Association conducted a program of eleven training sessions for approx-
imately 700 educational researchers prior to the Annual Meeting of the
organization. The costs of the program were borne by AERA, the U. S.
Office of Education, and the participants themselves. This document is
a report to the funding agency and the officials of AERA concerning the

research training presessions program.




HISTORY OF THE AERA PRESESSIONS PROGRAM

The American Educational Research Association Research Training
Presessions Program has evolved over the past four to five years to
where it now occupies a prominent position among the activities of the
organization. The Presessions Program grew out of informal meetings of
one or two days duration invelving only a few selected researchers in
AERA with rather narrow, common interests in 1964 and 1965 to a compre-
hensive program of eleven five-day sessions serving over 700 researchers
(both members and non-members of AERA) and representing a total invest-
ment by the U. S. Office of Education, institutions of higher educatiom,
and individuals of nearly a quarter million dollars in 1968.

In 1964 and 1965, one or two small groups of researchers used the
occasion of the Annual Meeting of AERA to meet and discuss their mutual
interests. These meetings were not widely publicized and did not have the
training of researchers as their function. They cam, however, be regarded
as the precursors of the AERA Research Training Presessions Program because
it was in 1966 that the prototypal "Presession" was held as one of a group
of three meetings in the tradition of these 'special preconvention meetings."
That one Presession that set a pattern subsequently adopted for the Presessions
Program was the 1966 Presession on Experimental Design under the direction
of Richard E. Schutz. The 1966 Presession on Experimental Design was full
of "firsts". It was the first five-day Presession sponsored by AERA. It
was the first formal research training program completed under Title IV
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. It was the first
Presession in connection with a professional meeting that was formally and
fully evaluated with respect to the achievement of its objectives.

Encouraged by the success and acceptance of the 1966 Presession on
Experimental Design and the growing interest of researchers in the possi-
bility of expanding and formalizing the other pre-convention meetings, AERA
presented six courses as the 1967 Presessions Program under the direction of
Richard E. Schutz. The sessions and their directors were as follows:

1. Bayesian Statistical Analysis
Donald Meyer, Syracuse University

2, Curriculum Research and Evaluation
Robert L. Baker, Arizona State University

3. Design and Analysis of Comparative Experiments in Education
Gene V. Glass, University of Illinois

4, Educational Research Management Procedures
Desmond Cook, Ohio State University

5. Multivariate Design and Analysis in Educational Research
Joe Ward, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
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6. Research Strategies with Culturally Deprived Children
Martin Deutsch, New York University

The 1967 Presessions Program was supported in part by a grant from
the U. S. Office of Education under Title IV of ESEA 1965. Approximately
500 researchers applied to the program, and 322 researchers who could be
accommodated, actually participated.

In February of 1967, Dr. John I. Goodlad, newly elected President of
AERA appointed six persons to the AERA Presessions Committee:

Gene V, Glass, Chairman

Richard C. Lonsdale, Division A- Administration

David B, Orr, Division B=- Curriculum and Objectives

Richard C. Cox, Division C - Learning and Instruction

John A. Easley, Division D - Measurement and Research Methodology

John O, Crites, Division E - Stgdent Development and Personnel

ervices -

This committee was charged with planning and conducting the 1968 Presessions
Program. It first undertook to state the purpose of the AERA Presessions
Program. The following statement adopted by the Committee is dated
March 17, 1967:

Statement of Purpose of the AERA Research
Training Presessions

Preamble: In February of 1966 and 1967 AERA conducted a
limited program of Research Training Presessions prior to its
Annual Meeting. 1In this program, groups of 40 to 75 ~ducational
researchers came together to receive instruction in research
techniques from research methodologists. The fundamental purpcse
of this program was not always apparent to the directors and
participants in these sessions nor to the general membership of
AERA. A statement of purpose or intent of the AERA Research
Training Program is overdue. This statement is a description of
the service which AERA is extending to educational researchers
through the medium of its Research Training Presessions Program.

Supervised training in the technical skills used by the educational
researcher is generally available to him only at considerable expense
and inconvenienice once he has completed his graduate education and
has assumed full professional responsibilities., Often he must leave
his work for an extended period of time and travel to find those
competent to instruct him. Much of the expense and inconvenience
can be spared him if instruction in research skills is condensed
into short training sessions held either before or after the Annual
Meeting of AERA. The purpose of the AERA Research Training Presessions '
Program is to train educational researchers in fundamental research \////
skills, e.g., experimental design, statistical analysis, survey
techniques, measurement theory and technique, electronic data




processing, the functions of the computer in research, research
management. The Research Training Presessions are intended to be
instructional or disseminative of established research techniques Ve

as opposed to generative of new substantive problems or directions

for research in some particular area. The latter function is
considered to be the purpose of symposia and conferences and, hence,

it falls within the scope of the Annual Meeting of AERA and the
activities of other professional organizations. It is also not the
purpose of the Research Training Presessions to disseminate innovations
in education (e.g., team teaching, the Initial Teaching Alphabet,
micro-teaching) which are not properly research skills and techniques
common to a large class of research activities.

Preference for participation in any Research Training Presessions
will be given to researchers who hold a doctorate. This decision was
made on the assumption (gratuitous, perhaps) that persons not holding
a doctorate still have ample opporunities to improve their research
skills while pursuing an advanced degree. On the other hand, the
character of graduate education makes it relatively inaccessible to
persons holding a doctorate who have assumed full professional
responsibilities. Moreover, AERA is sensitive to the issue of
intrusion upon the domain of univerisities, viz., the domain of
graduate education of researchers.

It would be contrary to the spirit of this statement if the
expressed purpose of the Research Training Presessions Program was
regarded as fixed and immutable. The purpose of this program can
properly be said to have evolved from the activities of the first few
years of operations. We have simply attempted to identify that purpose
so that AERA can see more clearly the need it is trying to meet and
which needs remain unmet. It is hoped that in the future the Research
Training Presessions Program will be altered when necessary and
appropriate to meet the needs of the educational researcher.

AERA Research Training Presessions Committee
Gene V. Glass, Chairman
Richard C. Lonsdale, Division A
John A. Easley, Jr. Division B
David B. Orr, Division C
Richard C. Cox, Division D

Guided by the above statement of purpose of the program, the Committee
undertook the planning and execution of the 1968 Research Training Presessions
Program. The record of these activities constitutes the remainder of this
report.




EVALUATION OF LONG-RANGE EFFECTS OF A

1967 RESEARCH TRAINING PRESESSION

The evaluation of the 1968 Presessions Program necessarily deals
with short-term effects. Some indication of the long-term effects of
the AERA Presessions Program are given in this section.

A brief questionnaire was mailed to the 70 pa~ icipants of the
1967 Presession on the Design and Analysis of Compa.ative Experiments.
This Presession was held at Grossinger, New York, on February 3-7, 1967,
and was under the direction of Gene V. Glass, Xenneth D. Hopkins, and
Jason Millman. Thus, the questionnaire sought to assess the effects of one
1967 Presession more thau one year later. A total of 47 of the 70
participants responded to the questionmnaire, producing a fairly typical
return rate of 67%. The results are reported om the questionnaire itself
in Table B.

Table B
AERA 1967 Presession Questionnaire
Follow-up Evaluation

Responses of the 47 respondents are recorded below:

1. a. Have you made an attempt in the last 15 months to increase your
knowledge of experimental design and analysis as a result of
your attendarce at the 1967 Presession (i.e., did you do something
you might not have done if you hadn't attended the Presession?)?

Yes - 41 No - 2 (Circle one)
No response - 4 '

b. If "Yes," how?
freq.
3€ 1. By studying the instructional materials handed out at the
Presession,

2. By independent study from textbooks.

3. By enrolling in a formal course.

4. By attending one of the 1968 Presessions.

5. By attending some otiier '"short-course" or "workshop".

6. Other. Please specify: 1. Conducting a 1968 Presession,
2. Teaching experimental design, 3. Writing a book, 4.
Designing a aew course.

Ininion=ix

2. a. Can you point to some specific use you have made of the skills and
knowledge acquired at the 1967 Presession?

Yes - 46 No - 0O (Circle one) ]
No response - 1 .




a.

a.

If "Yes'", what use(s)?

freq. ,

31 1. In the design or analysis of research performed by me.

25 2. 1In consulting with colleagues.

25 3. 1In consulting with others on the design and analysis of
experiments.

20 4. 1In teaching my classes.

36 5. In advising graduate students engaged in research.

__ 6. Other. Please specify:

Have you felt more competent to read the research literature in
your research specialty over the past 15 months than before as
a resuit of the 1967 Presession?

Yes - 40 No - 7 (Circle one)

Have you felt more competent to design and analyze experiments
over the past 15 months as_a result of the 1967 Presessions?

Yes - 46 No - 1 (Circle one)

Have you written a research paper-either published or unpublished-
which benefited from your attendance at the 1967 Presession?

Yes = 27 No - 19 (Circle one)
No response - 1

1. If "Yes'", and if the paper or papers were publis:zed, where
were they or will they be published? J. Ed. Psych. -~ 3;
USOE Report - 2; Amer. J. Ment. Def. - 2; J. Ed. Res. = 2;
Reading Teacher; Child Devel.; J. Hum. Res.; Psych. in
Schools; J. Creat. Bev.; Read. Res. Quar.; EPIE Forum.

Have the conditions of your employment changed wholly or partially
as a result of your attendance at the 1967 Presession?

Yes = 7 No - 39 (Circle one)
No response - 1

If "Yes", please explain: was made Res. Dir. at SUNY; increase in
teaching exper. des.; directs research of graduate students.

Have you taken a moi2 active interest in some professional
organization (e.g., AERA, ASCD) as a result of the 1967
Presession?

Yes - 16 No - 31 (Circle cne)

If "Yes", which organization: AERA named 14 times. Other
organizations named were PDK, Amer. Voc. ED. Res. Assoc., ASCD,
Can. Ed. Res. Assoc.




6. Please rank each of the following activities from 1 (most valuable)
tc 5 (least valuable) in terms of the value of the activities for
your professional growth:

Average Rank Activity
1.71 A post-doctoral fellowship for a year of study.

3.02 An AERA Presession like the one you attended.
2.69 An eight-week "summer institute'.

3.87 Self-study from textbooks.

3.71 A semester-long academic course.

The responser to item #1 indicate that in almost all cases (41 out of
47) the 1967 Presession acted as a stimulus to further study. Studv of the
subject matter did not cease with the end of the five-day sessions but
was extended through rereading instructional materials obtained at the
Presession and through self-study of textbooks. TFrom the wording of the
question, we may assume that these extended efforts at self-improvement can
be attributed to attendance at the 1967 Presession.

We see in item #2 that the skills acquired during the 1967 Presession
were appl’=d in educational research endeavors. About 807% of the respondents
reported that the Presession helped them in advising graduate students
engaged in research. About 607 of the respondents reported using the skills
they acquired in designing and analyzing their own research. More than
half of the respondents were helped in consulting with their colleagues
and others on research design and analysis. Somewhat less than half of the
respondents made use of the newly-acquired skills in their teaching. A
"spread of effect'" of instruction is evident in the respon. :s to item #2.
Indeed, it is probably no exaggeration to say that literally hundreds of
persons (students, faculty members, public school personnel, etc.) benefited-
to a greater or lesser extent-from the instruction given to 70 participants
in the 1967 Design and Analysis Presession.

In item #3, it is seen clearly that in the opinion of the respondents,
participation in the 1967 Presession resulted in increased research competence
which was not transitory, but was maintained 15 months after the Presession.

In item #4, about 60% of the respondents indicated that the skills
acquired in the 1967 Presession were put to use in reporting published or
unpublished research. As can be seen under 4(a), an impressive array of
professional journals are the benefactors of instruction at the 1967 Design
and Analysis Presession.

Seven out of 47 persons indicated in item #5 that the conditions of
thei: employment were changed as a result of attendance at the 1967
Presession. In all but one instance, the '"change' was one of emphasis
and responsibility at the participant's previous place of employment instead
of a change of place of employment. 1In part(b) of #5, 14 of 47 persons
indicated that they have taken a greater interest in AERA as a result of
attendance at the 1967 Presession.




Item #6 is of particular interest. Respondents were asked to rank
five educational activities from 1 (most valuable) to 5 (least valuable)
in terms of their professional growth. Average ranks were calculcated
for the rankings of the 47 respondents. The lower the average rank, the
more valuable the activity was considered to be by the group of respondents.
Attendance at an AERA Presession was ranked third among the five activities.
The respondents considered the Presession more valuable than taking a semester-
long academic course of self-study from textbooks. Indeed, attendance at
a Presession was considered only slightly less valuable than attendance at
an eight-week long "summer institute'.

Conclusion: The effects of a 1967 Presession were maintained cver 15
months, were spread to the colleagues and students of the participants,
and were considered only slightly less valuable than those which might
result from attendance at an eight-week ''summer institute'.




SELECTING THE PRESESSICNS PROGRAM

In March 1967, proposals for research training sessions were solicited
by two means: (1) an announcement appeared in the March issue of the
Educational Researcher, the official newsletter of AERA, that any individual

was welcome to submit a proposal to conduct a presession; (2) invitations

to conduct a presession were sent to some 200 leading researchers suggested
by members of the Committee. Proposals were required to reach the Committee
Chairman by April 1, 1967.

Thirty proposals to conduct presessions were received by the deadline
for submission. (Unfortunately, one excellent proposal was received after
the Presessions Committee met to select the 1968 Program and could not be
considered.) The Presessions Committee met in early April of 1968 in
Chicago to evaluate the proposals and select the 1968 Presessions Program.
Two of the proposals were screened out by the Chairman of the Committee
prior to the meeting as not being worth the Committee's time. The remaining
28 proposals were read and evaluated by the Committee members in accordance
with the schedule under I below and with respect to the criteria in II:

Proposal Reading Schedule

I. Schedule of Reading and Judging Proposals
Division A: lLonsdale
Proposals #1,3,4,7,8,11,13,14,19,21, and 27

Division B: Glass
Proposals #3,9,10,12,15,16,18,21,22,23,25, and 28

Division C: Wiley
Proposals #2,5,8,14,18,20,22,24,25,26, and 28

Division D: Cox
Proposals #2,6,9,10,11,12,15,17,19,20, and 26

Division E: Thoresen
Proposals #1,4,5,6,7,13,16,17,23,24, and 27

(Each proposal is to be read by at least two persons.)

IT. Criteria for Rating Proposals
A. Staff
1. Experience and capability (low-high)
2. Staff/participant ratio (low-high)
3. Degree of commitment (low-high)

B. Content (topic)
4., TImportance (need) (low-high)
5. Appropriateness to Presession format (low-high)
6. Extent of Planning
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C. Potential Audience
7. Probable size (small-large)
8. Relationship to AERA (distant=close)

D. Schedule
9., Fullness (low-high)

E. Evaluation
10. Extent of planning (low-high)
11. Comprehensiveness (low-high)

(Each of the eleven criteria were rated on a scale from O to 9.)

In addition, each proposal was given one of the following over-cz11
ratings:

Reject

Accept conditionally
Accept with recommendations
Accept unconditionally

DaOw
'

Presession Proposals

Astin, Alexander W.
Assessing the Educational Enviromment and its Impact on Student
Development

Baker, Robert L.
Planning Educational Experiments

Bellack, Arno
Curriculum Theory

Bolton, Dale L.
Experimentation in Educational Administration

Bormuth, John R.
Research in Reading Instruction

Campbell, David P.
Interest Measurement Research

Cook, Desmond
Educational Research Management Procedures

Cooper, James M.
A Behavioral Approach to Teacher Education

Gordon, Jack
Application of Facet Analysis to Theory Construction
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10. Hunka, S. M.
APL: A Programming Language

11. Lutz, Frank W.
Anthropological Field Methodology in the Study of Education: With
Particular Emphasis on Classroom Behavior and School Administration

12. Marascuilo, Leonard A«
Nonparametric Methods in Educational Research

13. ’Marshall, Jon C.
Practicum in Research Financing

14. Mayo, Samuel T.
Subdoctoral Training of Educational Research Workers

15. Mayo, Samuel T.
Mastery, Transfer, and Growth of Measurement Competency for

Educational Personnel

16. Medley, Donald M.
Techniques for Measuring Teachers' Classroom Behavior

17. Millman, Jason
Design and Analysis of Comparative Experiments

18. Naumann, Theodor F.
Evaluation in Early Childhood Education

19. Pace, C. Robert
Evaluation: New Concepts in Scope, Strategy, and Purposes

20. Page, Ellis B.
The Computer and Natural Language

21. Popham, W. James
Instructional Product Research

22. Ragsdale, Ronald G.
On-line Computer Applications in Educational Research

23. Romberg, Thomas A.
Evaluating School Mathematics Programs

24. Spencer, Richard E.
Instructional Research

25. Twelker, Paul A,
Instructional Gaming and Simulation

26. Ward, Joe H.
Mult:ivariate Design and Analysis in Educational Research
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27. Warren, Jonathan R.
Developmental Processes in College Students

28. Wilds, Preston L.
Workshop on Strategies for Teaching and Evaluating Problem
Solving Behaviors

Those proposals which both readers voted "reject!" were eliminated
from further consideration. Those rated "accept unconditionally" by
both readers were selected for the Presessions Program. Proposals rated
as "reject" by one reader and "accept" by the second reader were discussed
by the Committee in light of the eleven evaluative criteria until a
consensus (accept or reject) was reached. In certain instances, a proposal
was read by two other Committee members who also voted acceptance or
rejection. Eventually, eleven Presessions were judged worthy of support
by the Presessions Committee. Their titles and directors were as follows:

1. Research in Reading Instruction - John R. Bormuth, University of
Chicago

2. Educational Research Management procedures - Desmond L. Cook,
Ohio State University

3. Anthropological Field Methodology in the Study of Education:
With Particular Emphasis on Classroom Behavior and School
Administration - Frank W. Lutz, New York University

4. Nonparametric Methods in Educational Research - Leonard A. Marascuilo,
University of California-Berkeley

5. Design and Analysis of Comparative Experiments - Jason Millman,
Cornell University

6. Evaluation: New Concepts in Scope, Strategy and Purposes -
C. Robert Pace, University of California - Los Angeles

7. The Computer and Natural Language - Ellis B. Page, University of
Connecticut '

8. Instructional Product Research - W. James Popham, University of
California - Los Angeles, and Howard Sullivan, Southwest Regional
Laboratory for Educational Research and Development - LoOsS Angeles

9. On-line Computer Applications in Educational Research - Ronald
G. Ragsdale, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

10. Multivariate Design and Analysis in Educational Research- Joe H.
Ward, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, San Antonio, Texas

11. Developmental Processes in College Students - Jonothan R. Warren,
Educational Testing Service, Berkeley, California

g ok
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PRESESSIONS PLANNING MEETIN:

On September 15, 1967, a meeting of the eleven Presessions Directors
was held to discuss problems of publicity, application procedures, evaluation,
and coordinating administrative efforts. The minutes of this meeting
follows: '

"™Minutes of the AERA 1968 Research
Training Presessions Directors Meeting'

Date: Friday, September 15, 1967
Place: O'Hare Inn, Chicago

In Attendance: Presessions Directors Cook, Marascuilo, Millman, Page,
Popham, Ragsdale, Wawd, and Warren, Presessions Committee
Chairman Glass, AERA Central Office representative Hanna,
NISEC representative Beggs, Janos Koplyay

1. Presession Sites: Sites have been chosen for all eleven Presessions:

Bormuth - The Abbey on Lake Geneva

Cook - Chicago-Sheraton

Lutz - Chicago-Sheraton

Marascuilo - Chicago-Sheraton

Millman - The Abbey on Lake Geneva

Pace - Chicago-Sheraton

Page - Pheasant Run, St. Charles, Illinois
Popham & Sullivan - Chicago-Sheraton

Ragsdale - Pheasant Run, St. Charles, Illinois
Ward - Northwestern University

Warren - Oakton Manor, Pewaukee, Wisconsin 1

= OWwooo~NNOTUIBM PN =
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2. Directors' Names and Addresses: At Jim Fupham's suggestion, a list
of the names and addresses of the Presessions Directors is enclosed {
in this mailing.

3. Publicity: Notice of the 1968 Presessions should appear soon in
issues of the American Psychologist, Kappan (PDK), APA Div. 15 Newsletter,
and the NCME Newsletter. It is probably too late to enter notices into
other journals or periodicals.

We will have to depend upon publicity (synopses of all 11 Presessions
and an application form) in the October issue of the }ducational
Researcher which has already been mailed to the membership of AERA.
In addition, a printed flier will soon be completed and sent to
schools of education, and departments of psychology and sociology
across the country. If you want copies of this flier for mailing

to special sources, request as many as you need from Gene Glass.
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Directors have complete freedom to publicize their individual Presessions
where and how they wish.

Application Procedures: The following procedures for processing
applications have been adopted.

A. Applications received by Glass by November 15. (A first
and second choice of a Presession will be indicated on each
application-see the Jctober Educational Researcher.)

B. All applications indicating your Presession as firet choice
will be forwarded to you by November 18. (You will continue
to receive late applications until you inform me that you
have started to select participants.)

You will also receive a tally sheet on which the first and
second choices of all applicants are recorded.

C. Select "accepted" and '"rejected" from among first choice
applicants. (Take into consideration how many applicants
chose your session second and the maximum number of partici-
pants being accepted by the other sessions.)

D. Return applications of "rejected" applicants and facsimiles
of the applications of "accepted" applicants te Glass by
December 2. (Be sure to indicate which were accepted and
which were rejected.)

E. By December 7, you will receive the applications of all
those who chose your session second-provided they were not
accepted by their first-choice session and provided vacancies
remain in your session.

F. Select "accepted" and '"rejected" from among your second-choice
applicants and return applications (or facsimiles) to Glass.

G. Notify all applicants of your decision by December 15.
(Notifying all applicants is your responsibility. However,
if you have no room for any second-choice applicants, Glass
will not send you second-choice applications, and he will
notify them that your session is full.)

Evaluation: The following information will be needed from each
Director so that the Presessions Committee can produce a final
evaluation report:

a. Names of participants in attendance.

b. Statement of objectives.

c. A listing and two copies of all instructional and evaluation
materials.
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e.

f.

g.
h.

The "staff" and "participant critique forms" will be prepared centrally
and mailed to the Presession Directors in October.

The evaluation reports of the 1966 and 1967 Presessions on the Design
and Analysis of Experiments can be helpful to you in planning to

evaluate your session.'

The planning meeting proved to be invaluable. It is recommended that

15

Summaries of results of mastery tests, attitude inventories,
semantic differentials, etc.

Actual schedule of activities.

Attendance record (number in attendance only),

Results of staff and participant critique forms.

Director's written observations.

similar meetings be included in future Presessions Programs.




- PUBLICITY

Two main communications chapnels were utilized to publicize the
1968 Presessions Program: mailings to academic departments, announce-
ments in professional journals and newsletters.

The yellow, printed announcement bound in this report was seat to
all colleges of education listed in the Education Directory (Higher
Education, Part 3, 1965-66) on September 1, 1967. Hence, almost every
college of education in the country received an announcement of the
Presessions Program which they were requested to post.

Several copies of the same announcement were sent to the chief state
school officer of every state in the United States plus Guam, Puerto Rico,
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the Virgin Islands on
October 1, 1967.

The same printed announcement was sent to 400 persons on the roles
of the Association for Institutional Research on October 1, 1967.

The following announcement appeared in the October 1967 issue of the
Phi Delta KAPPAN, the official journal of Phi Delta Kappa,with a circulation
of approximately 75,000 persons:

"Training Sessions at AERA

The Lwmerican Educational Research Association has
announced that 11 research training sessions will be
held in Chicago, February 3 to 7, immediately preceding
the annual AERA meeting. The sessions are open to any
holder of a Ph.D. or Ed.D. degree, whether or not he
is a member of AERA. Titles of the sessions and names of
the directors are as follows:

1. Research in Reading Instruction-John R. Bormuth,
University of Minnesota.

2. Educational Research Management Procedures
- Desmond Cook, Ohio State University.

3. Anthropological Field Methodology in the Study of
Education: With Particular Emphasis on Classroom
Behavior and School Administration~Frank W. Lutz, .

3 New York University.

4, Nonparametric Methods in Educational Research-
Leonard A. Marascuilo, University of California-
Berkeley
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5. Design and Analysis of Comparative Experiments-
Jason Millman, Cornell University.

6. Ewvaluation: New Concepts in Scope, Strategy, and
Purposes-C. Robert Pace, University of California-
Los Angeles. '

7. The Computer and Natural Language-Ellis B. Page,
University of Connecticut.

8. Instructional Product Research-W. James Popham,
University of California-Los Angeles, and Howard Sullivan,
Southwest Educational Research Lab-Los Angeles.

9. On-line Computer Applications in Educational Research- i
G. Ronald Ragsdale, Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education.

10. Multivariate Design and Analysis in Educational Research-
Joe H. Ward, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, {
San Antonio, Texas.

11. Development Processes in College Students-Jonathan
R. Warren, College Student Personnel Institute, Claremont,
California. "

The following announcement appeared in the September 1967 issue of
the American Psychologist, a publication of the American Psychologjical
Association with a circulation over 30,000:

"At the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association to be held in Chicago February 8-10,
1968, 11 5-day sessions will be held as presessions.
Participation in this program will not be restricted to
AERA mewbers, but is intended for persons who have an
interest in educational research. Participation is
rectricted to persons holding a doctorate. For further
information and application forms write to: Gene V. Glass,
Laborstory of Educational Research, University of Colorado,
Boulder, Colorado 80302."

An announcement similar to the one mailed to all colleges of education
appeared in the September issue of the NCME (National Council on Measurement
in Education) Newsletter which has a circulation of approximately 2,000.

The following announcement appeared in the newsletter of the National
Society for Programmed Instruction:

"November 15 is the registration deadline for the eleven
five-day Research Training Presessions to be held by the American
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Educational Research Association in Chicago from February 8-10,
1968, just prior to its annual meeting there.

These sessions will be conducted by outstanding research
authorities from all parts of the United States, including one
on "Instructional Product Research" with NSPI member Dr. W.
James Popham of the UCLA Education Department and Howard Sullivan
of the Southwest Educational Research Laboratory in Los Angeles
as joint directors.

No fees will be charged and participation in these Presessions
will not be restricted to AERA memberts.

Further information can be obtained from Dr. Gene V. Glass,
Laboratory of Educational Research, University of Colordao, Boulder,
Colorado 80302. "

In addition, announcements of the 1968 Presessions Program appeared
in several issues of the AERA newsletter Educational Researcher during 1967.
'this newsletter has a circulation of about 7,500 persons.

A conservative estimate of the number of persons reached by the
total effort to publicize the Presessions Program is 100,000 persons.
Publicity could have been improved by attempts to reach profession:l
organizations such as the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, the American Association of School Administrators, the
American Sociological Association, and others. In addition, a greater
effort should be made in the future to publicize the Presessions Program
among public school personnel.
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A E R A PLEASE POST
s ' L3

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION
1968 RESEARCH TRAINING PRESESSIONS PROGRAM

- February 3-7, 1948

A grant from the Training Research Branch of the U.S. Office of Education will make possible &
program of eleven five-day sessions to be held as presessions in connection with the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association in Chicago during February, 1968. The ftitles and
names of the directors of the eleven research training sessions are as follows:

I.  Research in Reading Instruction - John R. Bormuth, University of Chicago

2. Educational Research Management Procedures - Desmond L. Cook, Ohio
State University

3. Anthropological Field Methodology in the Study of Education: With Par- -
ticular Emphasis on Classroom Behavior and School Administration - Frank
W. Lutz, New York University

4. Nonparametric Methods in Educational Research - Leonard A. Marascuilo,
University of California-Berkeley

5. Design and Analysis of Comparative Experiments - Jason Millman, Cornell
University

6. Evaluation: New Concepts in Scope, Strategy and Purposes - C. Robert
Pace, University of California-Los Angeles

7. The Computer and Natural Language - Ellis B. Page, University of Con-
necticut

8. Instructional Product Research - W. James Popham, University of California-
Los Angeles, and Howard Sullivan, Southwest Regional Laboratory for Edu-
cational Research and Development-Los Angeles

9. On-line Computer Applications in Educational Research - Ronald G. Rags-
dale, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

10. Multivariate Design and Analysis in Educational Research - Joe H. Ward,
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, San Antonio, Texas

I'1. Develoomental Processes in College Students - Jonathan R. Warren, Educa-
tional Testing Service, Berkeley, California

Participation in the AERA 1968 Research Training Presessions Program is not restricted to AERA
members. The Presessions Program is intended for persons who have an interest in educational re-
search. Participation is generally restricted to persons holding a doctorate—Ph.D. or Ed.D without re-
gard to academic area. Neither fees nor tuition is charged for any of the sessions; however, each par-
ticipant must pay his own board and room.

Further information—synopses of the content of the sessions, etc.—and an application form ap-
pear in the October issue of the AERA newsletter, Educational Researcher, or can be obtained by

writing
Dr. Gene V Glass
Laboratory of Educational Research
. | University of Colorado
ook Boulder, Colorado 80302 |
o

THE DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF APPLICATION FORMS IS NOVEMBER 15, 1967
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APPLICATION PROCEDURES AND THE APPLICANTS

The October 1967 issue of the Educational Resecarcher, the AERA news-
letter, carried a "call for applications" to the 1968 Presessions Program.
This announcement--a copy of which is bound in this report--carried a
description of the staff, content and objectives, and the anticipated
audience for each of the eleven Presessions; the requirements for
application; and an application form.

Each applicant completed the application form in part III of the
announcement and sent it to the Director of the Presessions Program.
Applications were received by the Director so their rate of receipt and
distribution among the Presessions could be recorded. Although a dead-
line of November 15, 1967, had been set for receipt of applications, too
few applications were received by that date so the deadline was extended.
A notice of the indefinite extension of the deadline appeared in the
December issue of the Educational Researcher. Applications were received
until January 31, 1968. With this alteration, then, the procedures for
selecting the applicants was the one agreed upon at the September Directors
meeting:

1. Select "accepted" and'rejected" from among first-choice applicants.
(Take into consideration how many applicants chose your session
second and the maximum number of participants being accepted by
the other sessions.)

2. Return applications of "rejected" applicants and facsimiles of the
applications of "accepted" applicants to Glass by December 2. (Be
sure to indicate which were accepted and which were rejected.)

3. By December 7, you will receive the applications of all those who
chose your session second--provided they were not accepted by their
first-choice sessinon and provided vacancies remain in your session.

4. Select "accepted" and "rejected" from among your second-choice
applicants and return applications (or facsimiles) to Glass.

5. Notify all applicants of your decision by December 15. (Notifying all
applicants is your responsibility. However, if you have no room
for any second-choice applicants, Glass will not send you second-
choice applications, and he will notify them that your session is
full.)

Most Presession Directors selected applicants until late January 1968.
The rate of receipt of applications for the entire Presessions Program was

as follows:
Total Accumulated Number

Date . of Applicants
September 22, 1967 8
September 29, 1967 79
October 6, 1967 188

October 13, 1967 236
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., October 20, 1967 308
October 27, 1967 353
November 3, 1967 422
November 10, 1967 486
November 17, 1967 611
November 24, 1967 -
November 30, 1967 -
December 8, 1967 : 670
December 15, 1967 -
December 22, 1967 -
December 30, 1967 712
January 7, 1968 -
January 15, 1968 ' 736
January 22, 1968 -
January 31, 1968 743

A graph of the cumulative number of applications over time is reproduced below:.
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In Table A appears the distribution of the applicants' first and
second choices for Presessions. As examples of how Table A is read,
six persons indicated session #1 as their first choice and session #3
as their second choice, ten persons who indicated session #7 as their
first choice did not indicate a second choice, and a total of 74 persons
chose session #10 first. 1In the column farthest to the right appears the
maximum number of participants which the Director would accept. The total
maximum number of persons which could be accommodated in the total program
was 745.

It is interesting to note that about 407% of the persons who chose
Presession #1 did not indicate a second choice; approximately 45% of those
choosing Presession #3 first did not indicate a second choice. These
two sessions (Reading Research and Anthropological Field Methodology)
appear to have appealed to two groups of researchers with specific needs
which could not be met by other Presessions on the program. Certain pairs
of Presessions on the program are paired relatively often as either a first
or second choice, indicating a clustering of sessions in terms of common
interests of the applicants. Sessions #4 and #5 were often paired as first
or second choices; sessions #6 and #11 (Warren) were frequently paired;
sessions #7 and #9 (both involving computers) were often chosen together.

The Presessions were ordered as folleows in terms of number of first
choices:

Presession Number of Applicants

Evaluation (6) 136
Experimental Design (5) 82
Reading Research (1) 76
Anthropological Field Methodology (3) 76
Multivariate Design and Analysis (11) 74
Instructional Product Research (8) 69
Research Management Procedures (2) 59
Developmental Processes of College Students (10) 54
Nonparametric Methods in Educational Research (4) . 45
On-line Computer Applications (9) 38
Computer and Natural Language (7) 34

743

The large number of applicants to Presession #6 on Evaluation may be
indicative of its broad appeal to practitioners and the great need for such
instruction occasioned by federal legislation. Although the content of
Presession #5 on Experimental Design was rather “echnical, its relatively
great appeal may be due to the fact that the subject matter has application
across most fields in educational research and that 1968 was the third
consecutive year for a session of this type. Although the Presessions on
Reading Research and Anthropological Field Methodology necessarily drew
applicants with rather specific needs and interests (support for this is
also found in the fact that about 40% of the persons applying to one or the
other of these Presessions indicated no second choice), they still received




a sizeable number of applicants and were tied for third and fourth rank
among the eleven Presessions. Because their content appeared to be either
highly technical or specialized, Presessions #4, #9 and #7 probably appealed
to fewer applicants than did the other Presessions; if it was not the case
that these Presessions were technical or specialized, then we may have been
unsuccessful in portraying them correctly in publicity. In the future, it
might be wise to make detailed outlines of course content available to
potential applicants upon request. One can not fully portray the nature of
a Presession through the media of publicity used for the 1968 Presessions

Program.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE APPLICANTS

A random sample of 200 from a pool of 743 applicants was drawn
for purposes of description of those researchers who apply to rhe AERA
Presessions Program. (The characteristics of the participants in
jndividual Presessions are described in the individual Presession
reports to follow.)

Sex: Approximately 80% of the applicants to the Presessions Program
are male. A random sample of 200 persons from the AERA Directory for
1967-68 showed that 80.5% of the membership is male. Presumably, then,
there is no "gender-bias" in the AERA Presessions Program. It might have
been true that females find it less difficult to get away for five days to
attend than males, for exzample. However, there is clearly no evidence for
this.

Age: In an accompanying figure, an age pyramid for males and females
who applied to the Presessions Program is presented.

Geographic Distribution: In an accompanying figure, the geographic
distribution of the 743 applicants to the 1968 Presessions Program is
depicted. As an example of how this figure is interpreted, note that
8.57 of the 743 applicants came from the '"West Coast'" (Washington, Oregon,
California, Nevada, and Arizona) or that 38.5% of the applicants came from
the upper-Midwest (Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, Missouri, I1linois, Indiana,
Michigan, and Ohio).

The geographic distribution of applicants is out of proportion to
their membership in AERA. The ratio of AERA members in the "upper-Midwest"
to AERA members on the "West Coast" is two to one (approximately 1,800 for
the former and 900 for the latter). However, there were almost five times
as many Presessions applicants from the 'upper-Midwest'" as from the "West
Coast". Approximately 26% (22.5% plus 3.5%) of the applicants came from
the "East Coast" and "New England". This region contributes almost the
same number of members to AERA as does the region designated 'upper-
Midwest" in the figure. However, the "upper-Midwest'" region (within 250
miles of Chicago) contributed 1.6 applicants for every 1.0 applicants from
the "East Coast" and "New England." These data support a 'conve
hypothesis" about attendance at a Presessions Program. It appears that
travel distance (expense, time, etc.) are important factors in a potential
applicant's decision to apply. An alternative explanation of the data is
that people in the "upper-Midwest" are more likely to attend any AERA
function--regardless of location--since a history of Chicago-based Annual
Meetings has instilled a 'convention-going'" habit in them. The 1969 Annual
Meeting in Los Angeles will provide an opportunity to choose between these
competing hypotheses.

If the trend observed here is corroborated, AERA should consider
whether the needs of its membership would be better served by one of the
following plans:

a. Conduct different Presessions at different locations around
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P the country during the same week.

b. Conduct the same Presession at different locations around
the countrv on different occasions.

Co Assist‘participants in cdefraying travel expenses to and from
the Presessions Program.

Place of Employment: Among the 743 applicants, the following
distribution of places of employment were observed:

Place of Employment Percent
1. College or University 71%
2. Public School Systems 15%
3. Federal Government 6%
4, State Departments of Education 47,
i 5. Other (IBM, SRA, 3M, etc.) _4%
100%

The bulk of the Presession applicants are employed by universities
and colleges, as one might expact. The second largest source of applicants
was public school systems; it is encouraging that nearly one out of seven
applicants came from and returned to public school systems. One applicant
in ten came from either the federal or state government. The 4% of
applicants labeled "other" came primarily from business and industry. The
industry-based educational reseaircher appears to be a new phenomenon, The
interest of these people, numbering approximately 30, should be encouraged
in future AERA Presessions Programs. Specifically, the program should be
publicized in the major industries and Presession proposals should be
solicited from people working in the industrial setting.

It appears, however, that the majority of Presession participants will
continue to be drawn from the university-college setting. In one sense,
this is highly desirable. As has been documented elsewhere in this report,
there exists a substantial "spread ¢ f effect" of the Presession instruction.
Many participants return to universities to teach courses, advise graduate
students, and consult with colleagues both inside aud outside the academic
getting. The opportunities for academic personnel to transmit skills and
knowledge to many educational researchers are greater than for people in
public school systems, state and federal govermment, and industry. ‘

Previous Attendance at Presessions: Approximately 15% of the applicants
indicated that they had attended an AERA Presession in either 1966 or 1967.
It is impossible to "interpret' this figure other than to say that it is
"better'" than 0% and probably not as high as it could be.

Academic Training: About 81% of the applicants held an earned
doctorate. Originally, participation in the Presessions Program required
a doctorate, The intent of placing this requirement for attendance was
to exclude full=time and part-time graduate students, and thus not encroach
upon the domain of higher education. MYowever, it has become apparent that
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b although the requirement of the doctorate from participants was a way

\ of avoiding an encroachment upon the graduate programs of colleges and
universities, it excluded other worthy applicants. Many applicants
(in public schools, laboratories, academic institutionms, etc.) could
make convincing cases that they needed the instruction offered in the
Presessions Program and that to receive it would not usurp the role of
4 university graduate program. Most of these persons had no formal ties
with such graduate programs and planned to have none. In a few instances,
graduate students were admitted (with the blessing of their university)
because their university could not offer the type of instruction offered in
the Presessions Program (these instances were very few in number, however).

The procedure adopted for the 1968 Presessions Program, namely to
exclude "students enrolled in the graduate program of an institution of
higher learning," seems best. Exceptions can be made when a student can
show that the instruction offered in a Presession can not be duplicated
on his campus. It would not be advisable in the future to require a
doctorate of Presessions participants since this year ome out of five
applicants did not have the degree.

Research Productivity: On the average, the participants had published
2.90 articles in scholarly ("refereed") journals and had directed 0.39
funded research projects. The average holder of a doctorate in education
probably publishes less than two articles in scholarly journals in his
lifetime. The Presession participants have already shown signs of above
average productivity early in their professional lives. Thus it would
appear that the Presessions Program is primarily serving "researchais"
who are refreshing or extending their research skills. In general, it is
not making "researchers'" out of "non-researchers".

There appeared to be some slight evidence (not reported here) that the
more "academically oriented" Presessioms, e.g., #3, #4, #5, and #11,
attracted more productive researchers than the less academic (more applied
and practical) Presessioms, e.g., #2,#6, #7, #8, and #9. It would appear,
then, that a program of Presessions could be offered that would appeal to
those persons now producing little research (e.g., research on curriculum
development, research on school finance, evaluation, etc.) .
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Description of Participants of 1968 AERA

Prescession on Research in Reading®

Characteristic

Sex

M.A. Decgree
Ph.D. Degree

Nature of
Employment

Percentage of
Time Allecated
to Tecaching

e o e

Courses
Taught

Leve!l of
Courscs
Taught

Primary
Rescarch
Interest

Research Articles

theses, or technic.
reports, pub. or
unpub,

Fundad Rescarch
Projcctls

Percentage

59

Male Female
'39 61 °
1936-1943 _l9hh-1951 1952-1959 1960~ without
2 19 39 37 3
L 19 5l 23
. . . ’ o . _ Coord., Res.
Professor Assoc. Professor Assist. Professol Assist
. ssist., etc.
L . 19 L6 - 28
0 - 50 51 - 75 76 - 90 91 - 100
26 19 22 33
- Lang. Arts Research Develop. Remedial
9 5° 35 4o
Undergraduate Graduate
37 Lo
Research Besign Soc. Pedag. Psych.
26 4 56 23
0 -2 3 -5 5.-10 10 +
33 28 18 20
0 1 -2 3 4+
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Description of Participants (cont.)

Characteristic “ - Percentage
Professional IRA | APA .  Ph.D.K.
Socicties 59 Ié 3 .

* This does not include those who were accepted but did not attend.
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PRESESSION I

RESEARCH IN READING

Director

Dr. John R. Bormuth
University of Chicago
(I Chicago, Illinois
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INTRODUCTIGN

Fifty-one educational researchers interested in doing research in
reading instruction met for four and one-half days from 2 through 7
February, 1968. Their object was to learn what research is being carried
on in reading instruction, the methods and theoretical competencies necessary
for the conduct of this research, and the directions being taken by the
leaders in this area.

The sessions consisted of morning and afternoon lectures with the
participants splitting into several seminars in the evenings. The lectures
provided for organized presentations of the rationales and methods used in
the various types of research discussed. The seminars were designed to permit
the participants to explore in greater detail the topics in which they had
spacial interests. There were totals of nine lectures and fourteen seminars.

The participants exhibited a broad range on almost any dimension on which
they were examined. The ranges were accounted for almost entirely by the fact
that two fairly distinct populations are interested in research in reading.

There was a substantial number of educational psychologists who exhibited their
usudl pattern of having a fair to good background in research design and learning
and cognitive psychology but almost no knowledge of linguistics, verbal learning,
instructional design, and reading curriculum. The second major group consisted
of reading specialists who exhibited roughly the reverse pattern except that

they also possessed too little knowledge of linguistics and verbal learning to
permit them to understand the major independent variable of reading instruction,
language.

£ 2 Y
—

-
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STAFF _AND INSTRUCTION

The instruction was planned around the characteristics anticipated
(and actually observed) in the participants. Dr. Richard Venezky, who
holds an M.A. in Psychology from Cornell and a Ph.D. in Linguistics from
Stanford, introduced the participants to basic linguistic concepts, and
discussed the methods and problems of studying both the grapho-phonemic
relationships of the language and the learning of these relationships by
children. Many of his illustrations came from his own research.

Dr. E. B. Coleman, a well known psycholinguist who has been studying
the problems of designing instruction in beginning reading, focused his
attention on the relevance of both verbal learning and linguistic theory
to the design of instruction. In his lectures and seminars he dezlt with
the problems of maximizing simultaneously the large numbers of response
outcomes in beginning reading while minimizing undesirable outcomes and
while dealing with irregularity in the spelling system. In his seminars he
helped the participants design studies which will provide the scaling information
necessary to design beginning reading instruction.

Dr. Gene V. Glass, who has earned considerable respect for his work in
evaluation and research design, concentrated his instruction on the design of
experiments having both internal and external validity and on the selection

of appropriate analyses. He also gave considerable attention to the logic
underlying experimental analysis.

Dr. John R. Bormuth dealt with three topics. First, he outlined the
theoretical and methodological problems involved in attempts to rigorously
represent and then analyze the cognitive processes involved in language
comprehension. He presented some of the results of his work in developing

rigorous descriptive devices. He also discussed theory and research methodology
in readability and rerearch in syntactic complexity.

Dr. 8. Jay Samuels discussed theory and research methodology in the
experimental analysis of word recognition behaviors. He outlined the areas
in which study should be conducted and illustrated, drawing on his own work,
how this research could be carried out.
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